INTRODUCTION
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We also wish to thank members of the research team and the worksite Stress and Wellness Committee for their invaluable contributions to this project. We greatly appreciate the assistance of Sue Andersen in the preparation of this manuscript. skill in using. [Consequently] ... we mostly choose to investigate problems that seem vulnerable to attack through these methods&dquo;' (p. 338). Trow Within this context, the purpose of this article is to illustrate: (1) how the combined use of qualitative and quantitative data can increase confidence in research findings; (2) how multiple data sources can strengthen the process of program planning, needs assessment, intervention, and evaluation, (3) the strengths and limitations inherent in this approach; and (4) implications for health education practice. Thus the focus of the article is not on a detailed explication of either qualitative or quantitative data analysis techniques, but rather on the conceptual integration of procedures involved in using multiple methods in an effort to create a healthier work environment.
AN ACTION RESEARCH APPROACH TO OCCUPATIONAL STRESS AND HEALTH
The data used to illustrate various ways of using qualitative and quantitative methods are drawn from a six-year joint university/union/management action research project. This project is being conducted in a medium-sized (approximately 1,080 employees) component-parts manufacturing plant in Michigan.
A primary goal of action research is to involve researchers and organization members in a cooperative, cyclical process of diagnosing and analyzing problems, and planning, implementing, and evaluating interventions aimed at meeting identified needs.10,11 One of the distinguishing features of action research is that it entails both research and interventions. The research objectives of the project described here are: (1) gaining increased knowledge and understanding of sources of occupational stress; (2) exploring how employees respond to stress; (3) assessing the effects of stress on employees' well-being and identifying the factors that influence the stress process; and (4) evaluating the effectiveness of action research as a means of improving employee health. The intervention objectives are aimed at: (1) While providing an organizational assessment and a preliminary definition of problems, these interviews also helped develop trusting relationships between the researchers and SWC members and key plant and union leaders, a crucial factor in action research. 12 These interactions were also intended to strengthen the mutual ownership of the project through developing a joint definition of problems along with a common understanding of the project's goals among SWC members, organization leaders, and the research team. Thus, the early qualitative data collection also served important intervention goals.
In addition to painting a comprehensive picture of the research site, the interview results pointed to a series of major sources of stress in the plant which guided the development of survey questions for the subsequent plant-wide survey. Section A in Table 1 shows some examples of the key problem areas that emerged from the interviews, categorized according to topic area such as equipment problems, insufficient information and communication, and lack of influence and control over decision-making. Survey questions were then developed on these topics in order to determine the extent to which these concerns affected employees throughout the plant. In this process, standardized, validated survey items to assess the key concepts of our theoretical framework (i.e., Fig. 1 During a two day planning meeting, the committee and the research team examined these results in order to identify the magnitude of the problems and their effects. Based on these findings, the SWC identified four major problem areas as initial focal points for intervention: (1) lack of information, communication, and feedback; (2) problems with supervisors; (3) lack of participation in and influence over decision-making; and (4) conflict between producing quality versus quantity of product.
The SWC decided to form four subcommittees which would each address one of the targeted problem areas. The work of these subcommittees resulted in a set of multiple action recommendations which are currently being implemented. Not 
Quality/Quantity Conflict and Lack of Participation and Influence
The subcommittees exploring the two other major sources of stress, that is, lack of participation in and influence over decision-making, and conflict between producing quality versus quantity of product, recognized that these sources of stress, along with supervisor problems, were interrelated concerns that needed to be addressed simultaneously. In yet another example of local theory development, the research team facilitated a &dquo;process analysis,&dquo;35 involving both the subcommittee and the full committee, in which the group began to understand how these different stressors reflected an underlying system in which the parts were connected such that to change one required changing the others. This was a new insight in an organizational culture characterized by attention to discrete parts rather than systemic relationships. As a result, the SWC decided to design a pilot intervention involving a problem-solving team aimed at addressing the systemic issues.
The goals of this pilot project were: to improve quality and quantity ratings and to eliminate waste; to increase participation and influence over decisions on the job; to increase trust and improve relationships between supervisors and supervisees; and to identify and document the key factors important for the success of such a project in a process of ongoing evaluation. These goals were to be achieved through the formation of problem-solving teams whose purpose would be to identify quality problems and work together to solve them. As the name suggests, the pilot project was to be implemented in one department so that the plant as a whole could learn from its successes and failures.
The goals outlined in the proposal for the pilot project, which were submitted to and approved by top union and management in the organization, were derived from both quantitative (plant-wide survey) and qualitative (individual interviews) data. Next, a department was selected based on a number of criteria such as, product life cycle, department size, job volume, current equipment and quality problems, and department members' concern about quality. A project &dquo;steering committee&dquo; made up of the product area manager, union represent-ative, maintenance supervisor, and shift supervisor, was formed to give overall direction to the problem-solving team and to oversee the diffusion process if the approach was judged successful. Although we had hoped to form at least one team on each shift, only the second shift initially produced enough volunteers. The team itself consisted of eight department members who volunteered to participate, including production and skilled trade workers, an engineer, and the department supervisor.
At the first team meeting, the SWC &dquo;pilot project&dquo; subcommittee members presented the project proposal to the team members. Data from the first plant-wide survey were used to explain how the project idea was conceived. At the end of the meeting, participants were asked to complete a closed-ended questionnaire that assessed the meeting process, member participation, expectations about the project, how in their view the team should work together, and reasons for volunteering to participate in this project. An open-ended question asked for additional comments. This information provided baseline data against which the team's progress could be compared later.
Following an initial training phase in problem-solving, team building, and statistical process (quality) control, the team identified a list of problems associated with producing quality parts. The team met weekly or biweekly to discuss various aspects of the problems identified and developed and assessed steps taken to address them. Engineers, outside part and equipment suppliers, and other technical experts were invited to the meetings as needed in order to provide more information regarding specific issues. The team kept minutes of each meeting, recording its progress on actions taken, problems encountered, and next steps.
Six months and 18 months after the project started, the team completed a process evaluation survey to assess the project's effectiveness in solving quality problems through increased participation and influence in decision-making, and to detect barriers to the team accomplishing its objectives. Following the completion of the 18 month evaluation survey, a focus group interview was conducted with the pilot project team addressing three sets of questions: (1) what have been the major accomplishments/successes of the project? (2) what barriers/ problems/failures has the team faced? and (3) what are recommendations for improving the effectiveness of problem-solving teams? The purpose of this focus group interview was twofold; first, to assess the project's progress and problem areas to be addressed; and second, to provide information from which recommendations could be developed for the planned diffusion of this approach to other departments in the plant.
The results of the evaluation suggested that the team had grown into a cohesive and committed work group and had been very successful in establishing a problem-solving process characterized by mutual trust and openness. In the third survey, all team members responded that &dquo;a lot&dquo; of trust and openness existed among members, and the degree to which members felt comfortable expressing their opinions and felt that members listened to others' point of view had increased considerably over time. These positive outcomes were reiterated during the focus group discussion in statements, such as: &dquo;through all of this we have stuck together and in that it is a large success,&dquo; and &dquo;I think that this group works well together.&dquo;
These positive comments about the group's process and the learning that had occurred, however, were contrasted with a variety of barriers that had limited the team's success in achieving its quality improvement goals. Less 
